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dawned upon the legislators, so they took drastic action in favour of the cryptogams at the Brussels Congress (1910) by fixing later starting-points. This coup did not restrict the rejection of names to generic ones: all names of the binomial system and Tournefortian generic names published after 1753 of certain specified groups published during certain periods were rejected, inclusive of specific ones. In addition, lists of nomina conservanda for cryptogams were opened. It is quite plain that the acceptance of the later starting-points ruled out at one stroke quite a good many embarrassing old names in a similar manner as the nomina rejicienda were ruled out. It is interesting to note that the principle to which all Congresses from Vienna onwards have so persistently clung, viz. that of not admitting nomina specifica conservanda (rejicienda) In the Stockholm Code and in the present one (Art. 13), 'legitimate nomenclature' has been changed into 'valid publication of names.' During the Stockholm Congress it still could be defended that the pre-starting-point names were 'illegitimate' (validly published, but impriorable); at present these names appear to be 'not validly published.' The status of the generic names rejected in favour of individually conserved names have taken another course of evolution: they are now, undoubtedly, to be taken as validly published.
The following historical recapitulation may be of some use. Names of the binomial system and Tournefortian generic names published after 1753 and before 1910 were validly published if they complied with the provisions of the rules of nomenclature. Then, in 1910 (and at still later dates) all those belonging to certain groups of cryptogams with special later starting-points and published before the specified dates, were retroactively rejected and in 1950 it was decided that they became not validly published names. Not until 1930 was the type-method incorporated among the Rules, but it was never made clear how this would affect the typification of pre-startingpoint names that were taken up in the starting-point book or after the starting-point date.
At this point of the discussion a comparison may be introduced between the 'natural' starting-point, and the later ones that might be contrasted as the 'artificial' starting-points. On a whole our Code is one that governs the legacy of the Linnean system of binomial nomenclature and it was quite logical that originally one general starting-point was taken for all plants: Linnaeus's "Species Plantarum." That hook not only introduced the binomial method, it also introduced a complete application of the method to the whole plant kingdom. Moreover, it completely altered in an astonishingly short time the course of botany; the overflow from the pre-Linnean area was small and stopped surprisingly soon. The "Species Plantarum" was spon-taneously accepted at once as the starting-point book for both the nomenclature of plants as well as for their taxonomy.
The situation is quite different indeed as regards the later starting-points. First, when the earliest of the future starting-point books was published, the binomial system had already taken its course and had been in general use for about 50 years; and when the most recent one of them was published, about 150 years had lapsed. Secondly, the impact of these later works may have been considerable, yet it never was so enormous as that of the "Species Plantarum." Thirdly, none of these later works rung in a new era of a new system of nomenclature, although they were important from a taxonomic point of view. Fourthly, they were not spontaneously and unanimously accepted as new starting-point books at their appearance; it was only some time after their publication (from more than 100 to 10 years later) that they were given their new importance; and it can not even be claimed that they have even now universal support. Fifthly, what was ruled out was a considerable portion of the results of the application of the binomial system itself: quite a different situation from that when the "Species Plantarum" appeared, for up to that time the Linnean binomial system did not exist.
To simplify the discussion a few terms may now be defined. I call devalidated names all names that would have been considered validly published if no later starting-points had been introduced (Donk 1951: 202 , and earlier publications). Devalidated names that were validly published afterwards may be termed revalidated names. Since devalidated names are no longer validly published ones, they do not render illegitimate (impriorable) later homonyms, but it should be remembered that the introduction of a later starting-point (previously and in the future) may bring in its train considerable changes in the nomenclature of all plants by restoring legitimacy to those later homonyms that have their earlier counterparts among the names that become devalidated.
Opinions on typification of revalidated names
As to the typification of revalidated names, a search through recent mycological literature will show that two different opinions exist. Most authors who have cared to motivate their views start from the following premise. Since a revalidated name acquires its status of a validly published one by virtue of the accompanying description, the latter is decisive when a choice of type has to be made. The original description of the corresponding devalidated name is comparable to one pasted on a herbarium sheet. If the revalidating description was based on a different species from that originally included, then the type of the revalidated name will be the species that was incorrectly named by the revalidating author. It will be evident that the above developed principle of typification depends on the assumption that the revalidation of a name needs an accompanying description. The Rules previous to the Stockholm Congress (1950) sharply distinguished between two categories of new names, viz. (i) new names for new taxa (to be accompanied by a description), and (ii) new names for already named taxa, viz. name changes (merely a reference to the description under the basinym, thus under another name, being required). Starting from this basis, one proceeded to conclude that a taxon with a devalidated name (that is, with a not validly published name) was nameless under the Rules and had to comply with the requirements necessary for valid publication of the name of a new taxon: the revalidation, therefore, required an accompanying description. In many instances the reference to the devalidated name would have been ruled out anyhow also because it was to a description under the 'same' name. The conclusions appeared logical and consistent with the then prevailing Rules. Yet, after carefully giving these questions renewed consideration, I now believe that the Rules from before 1950 (Brussels, Cambridge, Amsterdam) as a whole were not formulated with the later starting-points in mind.
To day many mycologists still take the above views on typification for granted and in no need of elaborate defence. Moreover, they act as if no important technical difficulties at all have arisen and that everything runs smoothly. This is certainly not the case and I have earlier offered some suggestions for improvements (Donk 1949: 273-287 In all cases where the revalidation of a devalidated name is accompanied by both a reference and a description, the present Code seemingly allows us to consider the revalidated name (retroactively) validly published in two different manners of equal standing at once: first, by the reference to the description under the devalidated name, and, secondly, by the accompanying description. However, it should be remembered that the Stockholm Congress intentionally admitted valid publication by means of a reference ("direct or indirect") to a preostartingpoint description. This shows that pre-startingpoint taxa, when they receive a validly published name, do not come under Art. 34 (dealing with names of 'new' taxa), but are to be considered as legally already existing taxa. 1 Hence, one would conclude, it is the reference to the description that has to prevail: the description of the revalidating author, not being essential, is purely supplementary. The following are the main arguments to support the proposal. (i). It was evidently not the intention of the members of the Brussels Congress (which introduced the later starting-points) to pave the road for changing the types of an indefinite number of taxa, but, rather, to get rid of numerous names, names that would have become a nuisance if the principle of priority had not been restricted. Why link a useful purpose to a cumbersome anomaly, if there is no overwhelming advantage to be gained by doing so? Moreover, it is an anomaly that was never explicitely enjoined: it has been deduced from the Rules as they stood, without any clear indication that the legislators ever took it into serious consideration at Cambridge when the type-method was incorporated in the Rules. The aim was and has been stability in the use of names, not a shifting of taxa to a different footing.
Proposal
(ii). The most important argument, in my opinion, is that truth is not distorted when the second principle is accepted. Later starting-points should mean, merely, a restriction of the principle of priority: certain names that were never revalidated lost their priorability completely, others that were, had their priorability reduced by a certain span of time. The intention has been to privilege the names applied by the starting-point-book authors, an intention that was once more recognized at Stockholm when the present Art. 13 (f) was formulated anew. Miss E. M. Wakefield, who took part in the enactment of later starting-points at Brussels, has authorized me to state that only a suspension of the priority principle was aimed at. Dr. J. Ramsbottom also expressed this opinion in a recent discussion I had with him on the subject.
The preferable course is the one that does not distort the historical evolution of taxa (provided perhaps that this does not clash with deliberate intentions of the revalidating authors: see below). Bresadola, Quelet, and many American authors never bowed for Fries's authority in taxonomic matters. If Fries erred, they thought, he should be corrected. Many mycologists still share this attitude. Why not go on to correct the errors of starting-points authors? Accepting an error like a misapplication as correct creates an anomalous situation from which there is no way out except by a crooked exit.
Another distortion of facts is made by ascribing to revalidated names the status of names published for new taxa. If we assume for the moment that they really acquired that status, then it must be remembered that they attained it retroactively: the revalidating author was not aware of doing anything else but applying an available name. He would certainly have risen to the occasion if he had been a seer. Fries himself considered a name he took up (without intentionally excluding the type) as based on the original material. (iii). In many instances a revalidated name cannot be typified otherwise than by the type of the devalidated name which so many mycologists now leave out of account to such an extent that they even do not cite it in synonymy. When a name is revalidated merely by a reference there can be no escape from going back to the original publication to learn which specimen should be accepted as type. When the revalidating author merely copies or re-edits the original phrase or description the type will still be that of the devalidated name. Moreover, I believe that the present wording of the Code leaves anyone free to typify a name by an original specimen in all cases where the revalidating description does not positively exclude it, even in those cases where the revalidating description was drawn up exclusively from additional specimens, a circumstance usually difficult to verify. Opinions diverge at the moment principally I believe in connection with those cases in which the revalidating description was based on specimens of a different taxon, that is, in cases where a misapplication occurred. 
